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"This report is

infended to serve

as a work-in-
progress report.”

=

FOREWO

These services were provided on behalf of Miami-Dade County/Miami-Dade Transit, via an
on-going General Planning Consultant contract with the Forida Department of Transporta-
tion (DOT). This study begins the second phase or the implementation phase, of the Jitney
Services Pilot Program Project.  This phase involves the process of overcoming impedi-
ments and resolving start-up issues associated with implementation. Final conclusions
were stlf incomplete at the time of this writing. This report is intended to serve a5 a
"mockup”, or work-in-progress report with significant poficy-making yet to be accomplished.
Additional recommendations will be brought forward in the coming days and weeks based,
in part, on policymaker direction and guidance. Policy quidance is sought for the issues
addressed hergin.




“This analysis
represents
Phase 2 of the
Jitney Pilot
Program Situdy.

M
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"...implementation
planning was not
appropriate until
such fime as a
“go” decision was
made.”

INTROGDUCTION

This report is a preliminary draft of a "Phase 2° implementation planning effort. “Phase 1" was a
Jitney Pilot Program Study that was prepared to analyze poficy issues and suggest broad direc-
tion for a Jitney Pilot Program. A “Pilot Program” is intended to be a 12 to 24 month “est” of ax-
panded jitney services on selected MOT ftransit routes in Miami-Dade County. The core hy-
pothesis in these “ests” is to determine whether or not privately-delivered ransit services can
be provided in a way that 1) improves the quality and quantity of service in an acceptable man-
ner, and 2} reduces net costs to the county.

The Phase 1 Jitney Pilot Program Study provided broad policy guidance relative fo the decision
to proceed {or not proceed) with a Jitney Pilot Program. Detailed implementation planning was
not appropriate until such ime as a *decision to proceed” was made. Policy guidance is sought
for the implementation issues and preliminary suggestions, herein. Nothing in this document
should be considered final, as of this writing.

Two possible pilot projects are curenty un-

der consideration for possible implementa-
tion. One of these involves abandonment of
Route 29 and providing much more frequent
wheelchair-accessidle jitney/minibus service.
The second project involves the possible re-
duction of MDT services coupled with i
creases in privatized minibus service o

Routes 9 and 14. o

At this time, the Conchita Transit Express - %2555
proposal on Route 29 has been accepted, in ~ '
broad terms. Discussions with Miami Mini
Bus have also suggested a pilot project in-
volving this jitney operator and, possibly, a reduction of MDT services and an increase in jitney
services on Routes 9 and 10.

CuE
m

MDY currently has a number of
minibuses in operation.

However, there are a number of implementation details and issues that must be addressed,
before implementation of these, andfor other pilot projects can proceed.

These issugs include:

1. ADAlssues - How do we best achieve Americans with Disabiliies Act {ADA)
compliance in the Jitney Pilot Program? (Existing jitney vehicles are not
ADA-compliant)

2, Lease Issues - Is it possible, legally, o lease Miami-Dade Transit {(MDT) vehicles
to jiiney providers? How? How did New Jersey Transit lease buses fo the Atiantic
City Jitney Asscciation (ACJA)? Can the County do the sama? How should
possible lease arrangements be strugtured?

3. County Codelssues - Should route “overiap rules” be modified for the Jitney
Pilot Program? Should jitney pilot project drivers be required to take MDT training and/
or drug testing?

4. Action Plans & Funding Issues - What are the “next steps” necessary fo
implement the pilot projecis? Which funding source(s) should be used?




“The Jitney
Study
recommended
that afl vehicles
involved in the
Pifot Program
be ADA-
compliant.”

Bty

“20-passenger
“‘Challenger’
coaches can be
feased for about
$1000 per
month with a
$5000 down
payment.”

5. Number of Pilot Projects - Will only one or two pilot projects give us the cross-section
of “before-and-after" opinions we need to formulate countywide public policy? Do we
need more pilot projects to achieve a “representative sample” of riders for research
purposes? If so, how do we get more jitney operators involved?

8. Research and Evaluation - When should the “Before-and-After” studies begin? Wit
could they involve? What performance variables should be analyzed?

7. Schedule Issues- What kind of overall program schedule is being considered?

8. Future Policy lssues - What happens after the Pilot Projects are complete? What
should the County's policies be, in the future, relative to Jitneys, particularly if the Pilot
Projects prove o be successful?

9. People’s Transportation Plan - How does this jitney pilot program affect the People’s
Transportation Plan {(PTP)? Can or should Jitney providers deliver a portion of the
PFTP? .

10. Jitney Assistance Issues - How, and to what extent should the county extend
assistance to Jitney operators, if at ali?

A prefiminary assessment and analysis of these issues foltows:

ADA Policy
The County Code, and State and Federal regulations
require that alf vehicles involved in the pilot program be n.::;k - oiuh:ll::rlgar
ADA - compliant. To accomplish this, Conchita’s Tran-| €™en2 Jitney Mintbus
sit Express would have to refrofit about 20 or more jit- | gapita! $10.000% -
neys with a wheglchair ift at a approximate probable [ .
cost of about $10,000 each, andfor fease minibuses, or | Zeprecison 50 56,000
a combination of the two options. Unfortunately, a |~ —

$10,000 $6.000

wheelchair [ift eliminates four passenger seats, reduc- | Net Cost
ing the existing jitney's capacity from 15 to 11. Due fo 2nd vear 50 $6,000
the lack of available MDT minibuses for lease, addi- >

tional cost-effective fleet purchases should be consid-| came - - | swem $12,000
Efﬂd. Net Seats hh| 20
Transit Plus is the low-bidder and has the state con-| CostPer $909 S600

fract for lower-capacity bus fleet purchases. An attrac- e T e
tive oplion is their 20-passenger “Challenger” minibus

which costs about $55,000 with a wheelchair {ifi (compared to $93,000- for a 26-passenger
“Bluebird”, or $230,000- for a MDT minibus). If desired, the Challengers can be leased for, say
about, $5,000 down, and about $1,000 per month. The total first vear cost of the bus would be
$17,000 for a new 20-passenger vehicle. After the jitney sub-leasers pay, say, $3000 per year
for their sub-leases, the net cost to the county could be about $14,000 for the first two years.
Compare this to a $10,000 investment in a used retrofitted jitney with a capacity of 11 persons.
The one-year lease cost of a new mini-bus, in the second year, would be roughly comparable fo
retrofitting wheelchair fifts. This would result in better vehicles and better service than retrofitted

11-passenger jitneys.
The “Chalfenger” option is a “better-buy”, when quality, capacity and cost are considered.

fn New Jersey, the jitney buses were lgased on a four-year amortization schedule with no in....-
estimputed into the lease and based on 20% of actual costs. The courty could consider leasing

3




"A meeling was
held with the
county
attorney’s office
to discuss
feasing...”

N

“Addifional
meelings with
the jitney
operators are
suggested.”

20-passenger “Challenger™ vehicles fo jitney -
operaters for about $250 per month, based on ¥
the Aflantic City model. =

In addition to wheelchair lifts, stop announce- |
ments would alse need to be provided and elec- §
trenic fighted stop announcement boards would 3
be required, for ADA purposes. Therefore, !
MOT driver fraining and drug-fesiing are sug- =2
gested for all pilot project drivers. :

o=

Leasing and Insurance Coverage y -
. . . The 28.passenger "Challenger ™ minibus cosfs
A meehng_ was held 'I:'ﬂf.h the county atiorney’s aboui 855,000 with a wheelchair lift
office to discuss leasing of MDT equipment to ,

the jitney operators. Conferences were also held with Transit Plus and their lease-financing pro-
vider. As a result of these conferences, the following steps are suggested for consideration:

1. MDT could seek approvat from the County Commission and the Cifizen's Independent
Transportation Trust (CHTT) fo purchase 20-passenger Challenger minibuses from Transit
Plus, the state’s low bid provider for about $55,000 each. Alternafively, the vehicles could
be Jeased. The terms could be about $5,000 down, and about $1,000 per month, per vehi-
cle. The lease would probably be year-to-year up to five years, with a buy-out option at the
and of the lease.

2. The county attomey could draft a lease agreement that provides for leasing of these mink-
buses fo licensed jitney providers that serve areas in which the —
county wishes to increase fransit services. The county could hold the
tites, uniess the county leases the vehicles from a leasing company,
who would hold the fitle. The jitney ficense-holders could lease the
vehicles from the county. '

3. The county could, possibly, lease the vehicles to jitney providers at a
discount rate of about $250 per month. This would result in a nomi-
nal cost to the county when compared to the operational cost of the
current service. Straight-line depreciation of the Challenger would
amount to about $750 per month, assuming a $10,000 residual value |
over b years.

At the time of this writing, a method to lease MDT minibuses to Jitney op-
erators was “in process” at the county attorney’s office. In Atlantic City,
the buses were eased by New Jersey Transit to the Affantic City Jitney |
Association, inc., a not-for-profit enfity, which, in turn, leased them to pri- |
vate operators. At the end of a four-year lease, the Aflantic City vehicles
hecame the property of the private operators. Lease costs were based
on 20% of actual costs with no interest imputed into the lease. 1T

As long as vehicles do not exceed 26 passengers, insurance rates ap-
pear {o be attainable by the private sector, at the time of this writing. [[1 -

_ I
How Many Pilot Projects? Tuis shows the 20-passenger,

253-foor Chellenger minibus

seating arrangement witlh 2

The Jitne?r Pilot Ff'mgram Study recammnded- four or more pifpt PIOJECES \yhevichunir pusiidoms. Fold doran
geographically dispersed through the county in order to obtain a broad reass provide for 2 additionat
SERE I Ihe whaalcholr te-dvwn
ared.
J




“The Jitney Pifof
Program Study
recommended
four or more
pifof profects...”

“The county
could provige
capital
assistance
and/or lease
assisfance...”

cross-section of public opinion from riders on 2 NEEEs
“before-and-after” basis. This would help the
county formulate policy decisions relative to future
expansion or contraction of privatized minibus
services, on a countywide basis, and based on a R ! _
countywide survey of public opinions from the pi- _ E =B
lot program. In addition, the Conchita/Route 29 -

Pilot Project involves removal of two MBPT buses
from a route already “dominated”, to a degree, by .
jitney services. Other forms of insertion of jitney
services should also be explored, if possible and
practical. For example, a pilot project that involves decreasing {not eliminating) MDT service,
and tdramatically increasing jitney pilot project services could be tested, perhaps as part of the
Peoples Transportation Plan initiafive.

Existing Conchita's Transit Exprest Jitney.

Additional meetings with the jitney uperaicrs are recommended to determine whn:h aperatcrs
have the enthusiasm and desire to be incorporated

inte the pifot program, and to determine the best op- §
tions for their incorporation into the pilot program plan.
A request-for-propesal (RFP) approach is another op-
fion that shouvld be considered.

Before-and-After Studies
The purpose of a “pilot® program is to fest, on a

- “demonstration” basis, the worthiness of a new policy

or ﬂpera'hﬂﬂ Tﬂ pEI'fDlTT! SUCh 8 liESf S{U{flﬁs ﬂf the Atlartic Citp Jitngys were leased by New Jersey Tran-
“before” and “after” conditions are necessary. These 11t to the Arlantic City Jitney Association.

stedies should examine the performance of the ser-
vices, public opinions, the costs, and the quality of the services provided. Before-and-after stud-
ies could include field observations, research and periodic on-board rider surveys, in both the
"before” and "after” conditions. The goals and objectives of these studies should be designed to
respond to a comprehensive set of possible issues. The best way to define research goals and
objectives is to define the questions that need io be answered. These should include, but not be

mited fo:
1} Did the frequency of service change? How much?

2 How Tumpy” was the new schedule of bus arrivals, (bus amival frequency distﬁhufan}?
3) Were the drivers courteous? Did they honor 2fl "stop” requests?

4} Was the vehicle clean and air-conditioned?

5) Were the vehicle seats comfortable? Was the vehicle overioaded?

6) Was the service, route and schedule comprehensible? Was information marketed
well?

7) Was the ride comforiable?
B} Were all passes and transfers honored?

) Was the wheelchair ift operational?




“What should
the fong-range
role of fitneys
be?"

B

“If Roule 29 is
turned over fo
Conchita’s
Transif Express,
better service
plus a net
savings to MDT
could result...”

10)  Were the departure destinations announced over the PA and on the electric message
board?

11)  Did the pilot project service make economic sense? To what extent?
12} Whatcan be done to improve the pilot project service?

13)  Should the pilot project service be continued, discontinued, expanded, reduced, or stay
the same?

14)  What were the days and hours of service in the “before” and “after” conditions?
15)  Did ridership change? How much?

16} Are the jitney license-holders and operators satisfied? What is needed to improve the
system.

Future Policies

After the first phase “Before-and-After” studies are complete, the question then becomes:
*Should the pilot project be extended for another year?” “What should happen after that?” What
should the long-range rofe of jitneys be? Should they receive public assistance? What kind and
how much? Should Jitney services continue to expand in step with expanded MDT services, or
nct? To what extent? What are the upsides/downsides? What did we leam from the Pilot pro-
jects? An evaluation of future policy options could be performed at the conclusion of the pilot
program studies.

Conchita’s Transit Express : Next Steps

This pilot project is almost ready to proceed,
except for fine-tuning the operating plan, ac-

quiring the minibuses and making all pilot pro- | Wov swueses |, MERSOME 1 MDY Couts
ject vehicles on Route 28 ADA-compliant [Girec: operating srs s
This project should evaluate the feasibilify of z::::‘:“"

the following plan: Twenty (20) Challenger | Per bay $172 %
minibuses could be purchased by MDT then | Arrust $44,000 s
subfeased to the operator, af a discounted [ operaing o -
lease rate of about $250 per month. {33,000 {Lezz FerDay

per year per vehicle.) If MDT elects o lease Dpealing Loss ($157.845) 50
the vehicles, the intiation of annual net lease ["costper s27s o
fee would be about $5,000 per vehicle and }2=2ind

could be paid by the county. Monthly lease [ CostPer Mite id s
costs would be about $1000, or $12,000 per| oeprociation 545000 120,000
year. To mamt?;q an appres-tp-appres oM A +120500
parison, depreciation, not leasing, was used —

as the basis of cost-comparison, since MDT | variance - i $52.845

buses are not leased. With a realistic - Assumes s250monts sitney lesse paymants.
“depreciation cost’ of about $750 per month for each Challenger minibus, and lease revenue of
$250 per month from the jitney operator, the net cost to MDT would be about $500 per month.
All fuel, drivers compensation, maintenance and insurance would be funded by the jitney opera-
tor. With 20 vehicles!, the total monthly depreciation cost to MDT becomes about $10,000 per

1 20 besmes weed provida @ Righer "spere r2B0” [zan normal industry standerds, Howsver. these vehicles are nat 25 Suiable as fheil more
expensae countapans, and e Jiney vnoisty Ypically "overboots” senvice 1a inswe adeqe’e equencies. These faciors help st a bgher
speta ratio.

]




itney Services Pilot Progra i month, or $120,000 per year. Table 2 shows that the
B net deficit on route 29 is $157,845 per year, at present,
w7 orazsl  which provides for one bus every 70 minutes in the

- peak perods. The proposed jitney service calls for one
el {=mmal  jitney minibus every ten {10} minutes, a sevenfolt

< crease in service, with, potentially, Jess cost to MDT,
F=== per year. The proposed 10-minute headways are also
s | DEtter-than-promised in the Peoples Transportation
. § == Pian (PTP), which shows 15-minute headways.
“The MDT. the ] Table 4 shows a comparisen of the existing MDT ser-
. == vice, the proposed jitney minibus service, and the pro-
ﬁfﬂj}* op ?rafﬂr; = . bosed PTP service. The proposed jitney service could
ana mos == and should provide better service, at less cost The
fmpo_ﬁaﬂﬂjf: the maonthly depreciation of the Challenger vehicle over 5
public coutd alf, awemcoceay  years would be $750 per month, assuming a reason-

possibly, receive | ¥ Hecosmendod MOT dture & able $10,000 residual value after five years. During

- Orkones b PR 1 rodnen

peak penods Conchita’s Transit Express has

proffered fo operate service on 10-minute head-

I . p ways vs. 70-minule headways at present. Ac-

Measures MWH Pesk Servicy Igeowement 1 counting for the reduced seats per bus, the

“seats per hour” would stil be friple current-day

. Heathways Thrmie Um 8§ Hideoeret  |MDT senvice. A public hearing is also required
’ ' prior to MDT abandonrment of Route 28.

benefits from this
pifot project.”

'- \EE@E@’%’% m [ ) The MPT, the jitney operator, and most impor-

: e % 143 MR liantly, the public could all, possibly, receive
Buses Pt | : S benefits from this pilot project. The ‘Before-i...
Heur After” studies would confirm or deny this.

Miami Mini Bus Pilot Program—Routes 9 & 10

Miami Mini Bus was recently approved by the Miami-Dade E : gt V8. Propases
Consumer Service Department for a service expansion along Eisatetrleiil ol
the West Dixie Highway comidor. This service extension will{ Msawes | Existing | Propossd | FTP
involve new service between the Skylake Mali and downtown
“The cournty North Miami, mainly along West Dixie Highway. T_hé_s service
could provide was calculated to have a 28% duplication of existing MOT Ho. Vehickes ) # 1
G p service, and it would parfially fuifill the 2005 service expan- Wispares) | 10
capital sion on West Dixie Highway as planned in the People’st ot )
assistance ....” Transportation Pian (PTP). Miami Mini Bus will begin this | ost e R
service within a few months with surplus vehicles already | anmualcost
owned. By contrast, MDT would not begin providing this ser- :’fmﬂ;:ﬁ“ fonoon) ;- | (ATBOCO0Y)
vice untl 2005.1

Headways Tk rmin. 10mn. 5 ein.

Benefit Ta mproverent i senice
- - - An 1 5 s S
it has been suggested that a jitney plan for this service areal ™" Psceslsaings
1. Mol MO bt e o dvocinion & ot  LE250Hagr per wetichs.

be divided into two {2) stages as follows: 1} SIIGE ONB L imrrssasiinmy o ol b e
would involve an evaluation of the already-approved service expansion to review the operation,
overall periormance and adequacy in fulfiling the goals of the People’s Transportation Plan im-
provements proposed in the area; 2) stage wo would involve making adjustments and/for im-
provements to the West Dixie senvices, and, possibly, implementing a second jitney pilot

1 Cdeber 15, 203 NOT memorgrdum Fon Caly Gime s-Pege b Roosewel]l Badey

Il




"..the routes 9
& 10 pifot
program service
should be able
fo improve on
the existing
service whife
saving MDT
money.”

. dolami-gade
ﬁﬁ%@%

*..the County's
Code coutd be
modified to
alfow for
advertising on
Jifnays®

program demonstration, which is described below.

Miami Mini Bus currentiy operates on approved jitney routes that
overap, fo some degree, routes 9 and 10. This makes these routes S
logical candidates for a possible pilot project involving Miami Mini &
Bus. Routes 9 and 10 generaliy operate from the Aventura and
163rd Street Malls to downiown Miami, mostly using NE 2 Avenue B8
as the primary north-south roadway. These routes cumently oper- . :
ate at a daily net loss to MDT of about $3,000 per day which avasnic City bas recently purchase:
equates to about $768,000 in annual net losses per year. Since all el Xposens Bhebids®a
MDT buses are proposed to be removed from Roufe 29, it is sug- ' '

gested that reduced MDT service {not eliminated service) be augmented with more frequent Mi-
ami Mini Bus Services on Routes 9 and 10. Since routes 9 and 10 overlap, a one-hour (60 min-
utes) MDT headway on each route would result in a 30 minute headway on the overlapping
“sping” section of the two routes (NE 2 Avenue). By providing 20 Challenger mini-buses, oper-
ating on 15 minute headways {peak), the number of
seats per hour ¢an be matched and exceetied, and the
frequency of service can be improved to the levels stipy-

Factors lated in the People’s Transportation Plan, or even better,

Ho.NDTBuses| 16 5 »+ |88 showninTable 5. Table 6 shows that the routes 9 &

— 10 pilot program service should be able to improve on

mwﬁ,ﬁ'ﬂ?‘ 1530 | 60BD 1215 i the existing service while saving MDT money.

Ko, Jineys - % - | County Code Changes

ﬂfﬁiaﬁ - 1515 - It has been suggested that the County’s Code be modi-

tRoutes S/10) fied to allow for .

Combined ) , _ [advertsing on

Rt 10 i Jineys. This |

Total Jitnays +| s _ |additional

DT Buses revenue  Can f—————r

potal Saats e 8 s [help compen- | pcimon | $960000 | $112500 | 8495000
sale for addi-

. . . . Ket Cperating .
tional insurance costs for larger vehicles.  Also, pilot | woTDeficts. | 5755000 | S240000" |34.055.000¢

program jitneys should camy bicycle racks on their Sy
front gritle area and should have working air- i Minibus . $150.000 _
conditioning. The 15-passenger limit on jitneys is cur- | Depreciation’
rently proposed to be removed in a draft ordinance by | Total Cost

the Consumer’s Service Depariment (CSD). to MDT $1128000 | gscosco [ S1.55100
Kot Vasiance "
from Proposed (3625500 - ($1,048,50

Jitney Assistance

The Jitney Pilot Program Study recommended the ' ﬁﬁ%@mmammmmmmﬂ
creation of an Office of Transit Privatization (within an lﬁjgj?xﬁﬁf;;ﬁ*@[ s
existing department of county government.} to provide  mene e

assistance {o fitney operators. Some of the Jilney operators require assistance with paperwork
and regutatory issues. Flyers, for example, should be handed out to MDT riders on routes 8 10
and 29, to inform them of upcoming jitney pilot program changes. Until such ime as this occurs,
the MDT staff andfor the MDT's jitney consuitant can assist the jitney operators with technical
issues and paperwork that wifl need to be provided. The possibility of creating a not-for-profit
Jitney Association, modeled, in part, on the Atlantic City Jitney Asscciation could be reviewed

with the jitney operators and, if feasible, advanced, for the purpose of providing an enfity for bulk

i




“The Phase 1
Jitngy Pilot
Program Study
recommended
the creation of
an Office of
Transit
Privatization.”

“The ‘Before”
study of
services ofn
Roufe 29
should begin as
S00n as
possibfe.”

purchase of insurance, fuel, efe.

Program Schedule and Evaluation Costs

The Pilot Program could generally follow the follow- [

ing schedule:
« Implementation Planning; 4 to § months.

+ First Pilot Project starts in 6 to § months; oper-
ates 12 fo 24 months.

« Second Pilot Project: starls in 8 to 10 months;
operates 12 fo 24 months.

*j‘.;ﬂ?“ 1 3 Sauttwest Miami
« Additional Pilot Projects {if any) stars in 12 [ — — P
months; operate 12 to 24 months. Bus ’ M -
Trial Bus i 14 Harth Niamy
+ “Before” and “After” Studies for each Pilot| ™= e
Project “Before” studies should start in 6 to 8 | Mapwe 1 sa° Liths Hait

months; “After” studies are execufed in 2 or MIOTE <ens rovsgand larernd
possible phases: 6 months after each pilot pro-
ject's iniiafion, and 12 months after each g
project’s initiation.

+ Future Poficy Study. After all Pilot Projects j

policies” study could be initiated heh!.feen

manths 22 and 24.
Budget - Evaluation Phase

The Florida BOT has already contributed finan- |- o
cial assistance for Phase | with $90,000 and the o riecnar | |
current implementation planning {phase I} for & '"“““"“"""““"*‘ sl
$45,000. The budget for fulure research and

evaluation studies would be dependent on how many pilot projects are implemented and how
many unforeseen issues require analysis. Detailed workplans have not yet been prepared,
therefore, itis difficult to estimate, with certainty, the cost of the research and evaluation efforts.
Future research {dafa collecfion) and evaluation phases could possibly cost between $250,000
and $450,000. This will be refined when a detailed workglan is prepared. Again, this would de-
pend on the final number of pifot projects and the number of “afler” study phases. Costs would
also be affected by the quantity of data collected, the number of issues that must be addrassed,
and the quantity of consulting assistance rendered fo the jitney operators, if any. The Florida
DOT might, possibly, be convinced to participate in some of these costs because of the potential
statewide application of the research data and evaluation resulis. A conference with senior DOT

officials is suggested to explore this possibility.

Summary

In summary, policy-guidance is sought relative to the following implementation poficy recom-
mendafions:
1. Finaneial Assistance - The county could provide capital assistance and lease assistance in

order to provide ADA-compliant minibuses for wse in the Pilot Projects. Leasing - -
*Chalienger” minibuses fo jitney operators for 3250 per month is suggested for conside.

fion.




“The Pilot
Program could
be beneficial, if
it can be proven
that jitney
operators can
provide
improved bus
services in a
cost-effeclive
manner.”

‘Federal funds
bring mutfiple
impediments fo
an immediate-
aclion program,
therefore,
transit surtax
funding of the
Jifney Pilot
Program should
be explored.”

Possible Lease Contract Provisions - A legal mecha-
nism could be developed to allow the county to “partner”
with jitney providers when it is economically advanta- G
geous fo the county, and beneficial to the public. A vehi-
cle leasing poficy for jitney services could be developed SR
and implemented. If mini-buses are leased o the jitney g
operators, provisions could be included that provide cer-:
tain “protections” to the county. These provisions coul
include, but not be limited to: 1) driver drug and alcohol
testing; 2) driver training similar to MDT driver require-
ments ; 3) vehicle inspections by MDT every six months;
4) reversion of the vehicle to MDT if the project is terminated; 5) reqular vehicle maintenance
requirements and certification; 6) insurance requirements, and 7) cooperation with the project
evaluation process.

County Code Changes - The county code could be amended to permit advertising on jitneys
in the Pilot Program, subject fo certain limits. Bicycle racks and working air conditioning
should be required on all Pilot Program vehicles. The 15-passenger limit on Jitneys is
currently proposed fo be removed.

“Before” Studies - The "before” study of services on Route 29 should begin as soon as possi-
ble. The pilot project could operate for 12 to 24 months, unless serious, uncormmectable prob-

lems are encountered.

Simey advertizing could b2 fmited.

. Additionat Pilot Projects - Additional meetings with the jitney operators could be held to

keep them apprised of the Pilot Program, and to invite their suggestions. An RFP for ong, of
more, additional Pilot Projects could be issued.

Future Policy Options Study - Once the pilot projects are complete, a thorough evaluation of
the county’s future jitney policy options could be undertaken.

. Technical Assistance - Assistance in the form of technicaliconsulting assistance could be

provided to the jitney operators, by the county or by the county’s jiney consultant. (Some op-

erators do not have enthusiasm or patience for paperwork.) The possibility of creating an Of-

fice of Private Transit Assistance within an agency of county government could be studied fur-

ther and possibly implemented during or after the pilot program evaluations. The possibility of

creating a private, not-for-profit ‘jitney associafion” could also be explored with the jitney
operators and implemented if feasible.

People’s Transportation Plan - While the PTP calls for improved transit services, it does not
state whether those services shoufd be provided via public or private providers. The Citizen's
independent Transportation Trust {CITT) was created to help protect and ensure that taxpayer
doliars are invested wisely. In this respect, the Pilot Program could be beneficial, if it can be
proven that jitney operators can provide some portion of the improved bus services in a cost-
effective manner. Therefore, the Jitney Pilot Program can be viewed as one possible means
to improve transit services on one or more MDT routes, if desired and approved by the CITT

and the County.

Funding - Due fo the fact that federa funds bring multiple impediments to an immediate-acton
program, transit surtax funding of the Jitney Pilot Program should be explored. Each Pilot Pro-
ject recommendation shoufd contain sufficient potential MDT operating cost savings to more-
than-offset MDT's financial outlays.

Policy guidance is solicited for each of these issuas. n

e







